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LEO BURNETT U.S.A. 


35 West A'acKer Drive Chicago Illinois 60601 lei i312i 220-5959 Fax -3!2i 220-3299 


June 19, 1996 


Ms. Minda Maggio 
PHILIP MORRIS U.S A. 

120 Park Avenue 
New York, NY 10017 

Re: 1995 Virginia Slims Event Name Generation Final Report 
Dear Minda: 

This forwards the 1995 Event Name Generation Final Report for Virginia Slims, based on 
the qualified/available audience of all survey responders sent to the database as of the 
June 10,1996, database update. 

Background 

In 1995, Virginia Slims began name generation efforts at events in several markets 
across the country. (Events included: Southern Women’s Shows, Legends Tennis 
Events, Legends Bar Nights, and Legends Concert Events. 

Key Findings 

• Consistent with 1994 Event Name Generation results, just under 22M 1995 Event 
Name Generation survey responders have been loaded to the database. 

• The highest percentage of responders were generated from Southern Women’s 
Shows (74%), while the lowest originated from Legends Concert Events (5%). 

• Responders skevir Female (88%). A majority (59%) were 25-44. They also skew 
Non-Menthol (63%), and 100s Length (47%). 

• Smokers who report Virginia Slims as their Regular Brand account for 20% of all 
responders. Of this group, almost half (45%) were new names to the database. 

• 17M Other PM/Competitive smokers responded, and just under 8M (48%) were new 
names to the database. 

• Of the 8M Other PM/Competitive new names, over 2M (25%) report a Key Competitive 
Regular Brand. 

Minda, please do not hesitate to contact us for additional information or questions. 


Best regards, 

LEO BURNETT U.S A 

Connie Bulanda Rebecca Prazak 


cc: D. Gable, M. Gennano, T. Lauinger, W. Marin, S. Rush, M. Yates - PM/NY 

D. Altshuler, B. Chiarucd, M. Conant, B. Timmins, R. Zimmerman - LBCo. 


Source: https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/fmxn0004 
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1995 Virginia Slims Event Name Generation Programs 
Final Response Report 

June 19,1996 


IMS emit Naim 
Pan Programs 

Virginia Mm* Srr 

glcer Responders 

Other Responders 

Total 1995 


Names New to 

■> Panto— 

Number of 
Responders 

Names New to 


Names New to 
Database 

Southern Women's 
Show 

3,634 

1.540 

(42% of rspridra) 

12,554 

Hi 

16,188 

6,894 

(43% of rspndrs) 

Legend* Tennis 
Event 

364 

184 

(51% of rspndrs) 

1,407 

mm 

1,771 

926 

(52% of rspndrj) 

Legends Bar Night 

324 


2,610 

1,713 

(66% of rspndn) 

2,934 

1,940 

(66% of repndre) 

Legends Concert 
Event 

209 

87 

(42% of rsoodrs) 

878 


1,087 

358 

(33% of repodts) 


4,480 


16,846 


21,326 

10,073 

(46% of rspndrs) 


* Scmtm smokers responded to mors than one program. 


K*y Comparisons* 1994 



21.654 

10,673 

(49% of rspndrs} 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

21,654 

10,673 

(49% of rspndrs) 


LIZQMLOZ 


Source: https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/fmxn0004 





























1995 Virginia Slim* Event Name Generation Program* 
Topline Profile of Responder* 

June 19, 1996 


PH 

Southern 
Women'p Show 

Legends Tennis 
Event 

Legends Bar 

NIaht 

Leaends Concert 

Total Event Name 
Generation * 


Count I 

Percent 

Count 1 

Percent 

Count 1 

Percent 

Count 1 

Percent 

Count i 

Percent 

Gander 

Male 

1,162 

7.2% 

am 

14.7% 

718 

24.5% 

280 

25.8% 

2,420 

11.0% 

Female 

14,919 

92.2% 

Mm 

84.9% 

2,188 

74.6% 

796 

73.2% 

19,407 

88.3% 

Unknown 

107 


7 

0.4% 

28 

1.0% 

11 

1.0% 

153 

0.7% 

Total 

16,188 


1,771 

100.0% 

2,934 

100.0% 

1,087 

100.0% 

21,980 

100.0% 

Age 













7.9% 

46 

2.6% 

756 

25.8% 

35 

3.2% 

2,116 

9.6% 



29.0% 

364 

20.6% 

1,481 

50.5% 

200 

18.4% 

6,733 

30.6% 

35-44 

4,715 

29.1% 

586 

33.1% 

501 

17.1% 

384 

35.3% 

6,186 

28.1% 

45-54 

3,339 


432 

24.4% 

116 

4.0% 

278 

25.6% 

4,165 

18.9% 

55-64 

1,416 

8.7% 

211 

11.9% 

27 

0.9% 

121 

11.1% 

1,775 

8.1% 

65+ 


4.4% 

117 

6.6% 

9 

0.3% 

58 

5.3% 

894 

4.1% 

Unknown 

41 

0.3% 

15 

0.8% 

44 

1.5% 

11 

1.0% 

111 

0.5% 

Total 

16,188 

100.0% 

1,771 

100.0% 

2,934 

100.0% 

1,087 

100.0% 

21,980 

100.0% 

Flavor 











Non-menthol 

9,845 

60.8% 

1,152 

65.0% 

2,169 

73.9% 

649 

59.7% 

13,815 

62.9% 

Menthol 

5,745 

35.5% 

537 

30.3% 

543 

18.5% 

392 

36.1% 

7,217 

32.8% 

Unknown 

598 

3.7% 

82 

4.6% 

222 

7,6% 

46 

4.2% 

948 

4.3% 

Total 

16,188 

100.0% 

1,771 

100.0% 

2,934 

100.0% 

1,087 

100.0% 

21,980 

100.0% 

Tar. Laval 











Full Flavor 

4,590 

28.4% 

475 

26.8% 

879 

30.0% 

332 

30.5% 

6,276 

28.6% 

Lights 


34.0% 

448 

25.3% 

875 

29.8% 

252 

23.2% 

7,076 

32.2% 

Ultra Ughts 

1,890 

11.7% 

287 

16.2% 

34 

1.2% 

127 

11.7% 

2,338 

10.6% 

Unknown 


26.0% 

561 

31.7% 

1,146 

39.1% 

376 

34.6% 

6,290 

28.6% 

Total 

10,188 

100.0% 

1,771 

100.0% 

2,934 

100.0% 

1,087 

100,0% 

21,980 

100.0% 

Length 











<85 s 

3 

0.0% 

6 

0.3% 

1,377 

46.9% 

0 

0.0% 

1,386 

6.3% 

Kings 

5,573 

34.4% 

624 

35.2% 

1,159 

39.5% 

415 

38.2% 

7,771 

35.4% 

100s 

8,641 

53.4% 

939 

53.0% 

53 

1.8% 

557 

51.2% 

10,190 

46.4% 

120s 

672 

4.2% 

74 

4.2% 

345 

11.8% 

42 

3.9% 

1,133 

5.2% 

Unknown 

1,299 


128 

7.2% 

0 

0.0% 

73 

8.7% 

1,500 

6.8% 

Total 

16,188 


1,771 

100.0% 

2,934 

100.0% 

1,087 

100.0% 

21,980 

100.0% 

Buv Kind 











Packs 

5,805 

35.9% 

617 

34.8% 

1,586 

54.1% 

387 

35.6% 

8,395 

38.2% 

Cartons 

KEEa 

38.3% 

765 

43.2% 

713 

24.3% 

439 

40.4% 

8,117 

36.9% 

Both 

3.537 

21.8% 

306 

17.3% 

408 

13.9% 

220 

20.2% 

4,471 

20.3% 

Unknown 

646 

4.0% 

83 

4.7% 

227 

7,7% 

41 

3.8% 

997 

4.5% 

Total 

16,188 

100.0% 

1,771 

100.0% 

2,934 

100.0% 

1,087 

100.0% 

21,980 

100.0% 


9,911 

61.2% 

1,135 

64.1% 

2,244 

76.5% 

662 

60.9% 

13,952 

63.5% 

BAW 

1,073 

6.6% 

80 

4.5% 

111 

3.8% 

76 

7.0% 

1,340 

6.1% 

Lorillard 

772 

4.8% 

75 

4.2% 

106 

3.6% 

60 

5.5% 

1,013 

4.6% 

American 

788 

4.7% 

95 

5.4% 

67 

2.3% 

55 

5.1% 

985 

4.5% 

Liggett 

152 

0.9% 

17 

1.0% 

7 

0.2% 

7 

0.6% 

183 

0.8% 

RJR 

3,112 

19.2% 

296 

16.7% 

248 

8.5% 

191 

17.6% 

3,847 

17.5% 

Unknown 


2.5% 

73 

4.1% 

151 

5.1% 

36 

3.3% 

660 

3.0% 

Total 

18,188 

100.0% 

1,771 

100.0% 

2,934 

100,0% 

1,087 

100.0% 

21,980 

100.0% 


* Include* duplicate '•tponder* Id one or more program*. 


Source: https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/fmxn0004 
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Source: https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/fmxn0004 


















































































1995 Virginia Slims LEGENDS TENNIS Event Name Generation Programs 

Final Response Report 

June 19,1996 


1995 Legends 
Tennis Programs 

Virginia Slims Smoker Responders 

Other Responders 

Total 

1995 

Number of 
Responders 

Names New to 
Database 

Number of 
Responders 

Names New to 
Database 

Number of 
Responders 

Names New to 
Database 

Tampa 

90 

35 

(39% of rspndrs) 

425 

227 

(53% of rspndrs) 

515 

262 

(51% of rspndrs) 

Richmond 

55 

21 

(38% of rspndrs) 

169 

80 

(47% of rspndrs) 

224 

101 

(45% of rspndrs) 

Oklahoma City 

50 

27 

(54% of rspndrs) 

193 

100 

(52% of rspndrs) 

243 

127 

(53% of rspndrs) 

Houston 

62 

46 

(74% of rspndrs) 

342 

181 

(53% of rspndrs) 

388 

227 

(59% of rspndrs) 

Delray Beach 

67 

39 

(58% of rspndrs) 

334 

217 

(65% of rspndrs) 

401 

256 

(64% of rspndrs) 

Total UnduDlicated 
Name Generation * 

369 

- 

184 

(50% of rspndrs) 

1,407 

742 

(53% of rspndrs) 

1,771 

926 

(52% of rspndrs) 


* Some smokers responded to more than one program. 


0ZZ8 VPVLOZ 


Source: https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/fmxn0004 

































1995 Virginia Slims LEGENDS BAR NIGHT Event Name Generation Programs 

Final Response Report 

June 19, 1996 



Virflinta Sffms Smoker Responders 

Other Responders 

Total 

1995 

■ By *1 

Names New to 
Database 

Number of 
Responders 

Names New to 
Database 

Number of 
Responders 

Names New to 
Database 

Tampa 

92 

ww 

(74% of rspndrs) 

4 4QQ 

1 | 1 w 


4 OOC 

1 

QC4 

UU 1 

(70% of rspndrs) 

Charlotte 

57 

33 

(58% of rspndrs) 

329 

251 

(76% of rspndrs) 

386 

284 

(74% of rspndrs) 

Richmond 

60 

45 

(75% of rspndrs) 

226 

131 

(58% of rspndrs) 

286 

176 

(62% of rspndrs) 

Oklahoma City 

53 

41 

(77% of rspndrs) 

409 

308 

(75% of rspndrs) 

462 

349 

(76% of rspndrs) 

Houston 

61 

41 

(67% of rspndrs) 

375 

265 

(71% of rspndrs) 

436 

306 

(70% of rspndrs) 

Delray Beach 

1 

1 

(100% of rspndrs) 

138 

106 

(77% of rspndrs) 

139 

107 

(77% of rspndrs) 

Total Unduplicated 
Name Generation * 

324 


2,610 

1,713 

(66% of rspndrs) 

2,922 

1,940 

(66% of rspndrs) 


* Some smokers responded to more than one program. 


izzQvn>L0z 


Source: https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/fmxn0004 







































1995 Virginia Slims LEGENDS CONCERT Event Name Generation Programs 

Final Response Report 

June 19,1996 


llEa!SCRS!nI5!iI3 

Virginia Slims Smoker Responders 

Other Responders 

Total 1995 


Names New to 
Database 

Number of 
Responders 

Names New to 
Database 

iWjB 6vffi s 

Names New to 
Database 

Tampa 

38 

BHH 

142 

36 

(61% of rspndrs) 

150 

97 

(54% of rspndrs) 

Richmond 

32 

6 

(19% of rspndrs) 

65 

34 

(52% of rspndrs) 

97 

40 

(41 % of rspndrs) 

Oklahoma City 

50 

■n 

348 

160 

(46% of rspndrs) 

398 

182 

(61% of rspndrs) 

Houston 

45 

28 

(62% of rspndrs) 

113 

68 

(60% of rspndrs) 

158 

96 

(61 % of rspndrs) 

Delray Beach 

44 

20 

(45% of rspndrs) 

310 

205 

(66% of rspndrs) 

354 

225 

(64% of rspndrs) 

Name Generation * 

209 

87 

(42% of rspndrs) 

878 


1,087 

358 

(61% of rspndrs) 


* Some smokers responded to more than one program. 


zzmuzoz 


Source: https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/fmxn0004 






































